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L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is Instrumentation Laboratory Company, which owns the entire 
right, title, and interest in the instant application by virtue of assignment from the inventors of 
the instant application. The assignment from the inventors to Instrumentation Laboratory 
Company was executed by Matthew R. Blouin on September 7, 2001 , and by Robert R. Fisette 
on August 24, 2001, and recorded in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on September 23, 
2002, at Reel No. 013318, Frame No. 0189. 

IL RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

The Appellants, the Assignee, and the undersigned Attorney are not aware of any 
appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings which may be related to, directly affect, or be 
directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

IIL STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35 are currently pending in this application and stand 
rejected. Claims 2, 1 1, and 17-26 were canceled prior to issuance of the January 18, 2007, Final 
Office Action. Accordingly, Appellants appeal the rejection of claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35. 
The claims on appeal are provided in the attached appendix. 

IV, STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Appellants have filed no amendments to the claims subsequent to the final rejection of 
claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35 as outlined in the Final Office Action, mailed from the USPTO 
on January 18, 2007. 

V, SUMMARY OF THE CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Independent claim 1 is directed to a sample holder system for holding a plurality of 
samples of use in an automated sample analyzer. The sample holder system comprises a first 
well strip and at least a second well strip. 
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The first well strip comprises a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array. 
Each well is physically connected to an adjacent well. Each of the plurality of wells is for 
containing a fluid sample. The first well strip also comprises a first end, a second end, side 
walls, a first engagement piece, and a second engagement piece. The first and second 
engagement pieces are disposed on the same side wall of the first well strip. 

The second well strip comprises a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array. 
Each well is physically connected to an adjacent well. Each of the plurality of wells is for 
containing a fluid sample. The second well strip also comprises a first end, a second, and a 
second engagement piece identical to the second engagement piece of the first well strip. The 
first engagement piece disposed on the first well strip and the second engagement piece disposed 
on the second well strip connect together to reversibly attach the first well strip to the second 
well strip to form a sample holder system. 

Support for independent claim 1 is found throughout the application as originally filed, at 
least, for example, at page 1, lines 19-23; at page 4, lines 23-25; at page 5, lines 19-23; at page 8, 
lines 1-14; and in FIGS. 1,2, 3C, and 4, reference characters 101, 108a-d, 111, 121, 124,200, 
201,300, 301. 

Independent claim 12 is directed to an interlockable well strip. The interlockable well 
strip comprises a first wall and a second wall. The interlockable well strip further comprises a 
plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array. Each well is physically connected to an 
adjacent well and is for containing a fluid sample. 

The well strip also comprises a first engagement piece on the first wall of the well strip 
capable of interlocking another well strip and a first engagement piece on the second wall of the 
well strip capable of interlocking another well strip. The first engagement piece on the first wall 
of the well strip is identical to the first engagement piece on said second wall of the well strip. 

Support for independent claim 12 is found throughout the application as originally filed, 
at least, for example, at page 1, lines 8-13; at page 5, lines 19-23; at page 8, lines 1-8; and in 
FIGS. 1, 2, 3C, and 4, reference characters 101, 103, 108a-d, 111, 200, and 201. 

Independent claim 27 is directed to a sample holder system comprising a first well strip 
and at least a second well strip. The first well strip comprises a first and second side wall, a first 
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and second end, and a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array. Each well is 
physically connected to an adjacent well and is for containing a fluid sample. 

The second well strip comprises a first and second side wall, a first and second end, and a 
plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array. Each well is physically connected to an 
adjacent well and is for containing a fluid sample. 

Each of the first and second well strips further comprises a first flange on the first end of 
the first side wall and a first flange on the second end of the second side wall. The first flange on 
the first end of the first side wall is identical to the first flange on the second end of the second 
side wall. 

Each of the first and second well strips further comprises a first slot on the second end of 
the first side wall, and a first slot on the first end of the second side wall. The first slot on the 
second end of the first side wall is identical to the first slot on the first end of the second side 
wall. The first slot and the first flange of the second side wall of the first well strip interlocks 
with the first flange and the first slot of the first side wall of the second well strip to form a 
sample holder system. 

Support for independent claim 27 is found throughout the application as originally filed, 
at least, for example, at page 1, lines 8-13; at page 4, lines 23-25; at page 5, lines 19-23; at page 
5, line 24 to page 6, line 10; at page 7, lines 5-17; at page 8, lines 1-8; and in FIGS. 1, 2, 3C, and 
4, reference characters 101, 103, 108a-d, 111, 112, 121, 124, 200, 201,300, and 301. 

Independent claim 35 is directed to a sample holder system. The sample holder system 
comprises a first well strip and at least a second well strip. The first well strip comprises a first 
and second side wall, a first and second end, and a plurality of wells for containing a fluid 
sample. Each well is physically connected to an adjacent well and comprises a base and the first 
and second side wall. 

The second well strip comprises a first and second side wall, a first and second end, and a 
plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample. Each well is physically connected to an adjacent 
well and comprises a base and the first and second side wall. 

Each of the first and at least second well strips further comprises a first flange on the first 
end of the first side wall and a first flange on the second end of the second side wall. The first 
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flange on the first end of the first side wall is identical to the first flange on the second end of the 
second side wall. 

Each of the first and at least second well strips also further comprises a first slot on the 
second end of the first side wall, and a first slot on the first end of the second side wall. The first 
slot on the second end of the first side wall is identical to the first slot on the first end of the 
second side wall. Further, the first slot and the first flange of the second side wall of the first 
well strip interlocks with the first flange and the first slot of the first side wall of the second well 
strip to form a sample holder system. 

Support for independent claim 35 is found throughout the application as originally filed, 
at least, for example, at page 1, lines 8-13; at page 4, lines 19-25; at page 5, line 19-page 6, line 
10; at page 8, lines 1-14; at page 8, line 23-page 9, line 2; at page 10, lines 6-10; and in FIGS. 1, 
2, 3C, and 4, reference characters 101, 103, 108a-d, 1 1 1, 1 12, 121, 124, 200, 201,300,301. 

VL GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

One ground of rejection raised by the Examiner during prosecution is to be reviewed on 
appeal. It is: 

(1) rejection of claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35 under 35. U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,285,907 to Franchere et al ("Franchere"). 

VII. APPELLANTS' ARGUMENT 

(1) Rejection of claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35 under 35. U.S.C. § 102(b) as beinR 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,285,907 to Franchere et al ("Franchere") 

Claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-35 stand rejected under 35. U.S.C. § 102(b) as allegedly 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,285,907 to Franchere et al ("Franchere"). Appellants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 
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Claims I 3-10, 12-16. and 27-34 

Claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,285,907 to Franchere et al ("Franchere"). Appellants traverse 
the rejection. 

It is well settled law that an anticipating reference must teach each and every element of a 
claimed invention. Glaxo, Inc. v. Novopharm Ltd., 52 F.3d 1043, 1047, 35 USPQ2d 1565 (Fed. 
Cir. 1995). Appellants submit that Franchere does not teach each and every element of the 
claimed invention. Therefore, for the reasons outlined below, Franchere is an improper reference 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

Independent claims 1,12, and 27 each recite a well strip comprising a plurality of 
connected wells arranged in a linear array, wherein each well is physically connected to an 
adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample therein. 

Franchere teaches laboratory container support arrays, e.g., test tube racks for 
"accommodating different size specimen containers... for handling in the laboratory" (abstract). 
The support arrays support the containers "thus avoiding the danger of dropping or spilling 
specimens" (abstract). Franchere teaches that these support arrays are composed of individual 
modular units that can be snapped together. The modular units themselves have a plurality of 
openings. The opening at the top of the modular unit serves as a guide for supporting an 
unconnected laboratory container, such as a tube. Each tube is supported by an opening at the 
top of the modular unit independent of another tube. The tubes, according to Franchere, can hold 
fluid samples. Franchere does not teach or even suggest that the modular units without the tubes 
could hold fluid samples. (See, e.g., abstract, col. 1, lines 7-15; col. 1, lines 26-30; col. 1, lines 
47-52; col. 3, lines 6-12 and 27-30; col. 4, lines 21-28). 

In contrast to Appellants' claimed invention, Appellants submit that Franchere does not 
teach wells for containing a fluid sample that are physically connected to an adjacent well. 

While Franchere teaches that individual modular units can be "joined together to form a 
laboratory container support array" (col. 3, lines 10-12), Franchere's modular units, absent the 
insertion of and presence of a tube or other container obtained from a source other than the 
modular unit, cannot contain a fluid sample as required by Appellants claimed invention. 
Franchere teaches that "each of the side wall panels [of the modular units] have openings" to 
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Claims 1. 3- JO. 12-16. and 27-34 

Claims 1, 3-10, 12-16, and 27-34 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as allegedly 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,285,907 to Franchere et al ("Franchere' 5 ). Appellants traverse 
the rejection. 

It is well settled law that an anticipating reference must teach each and every element of a 
claimed invention. Glaxo, Inc. v. Novopharm Ltd., 52 F.3d 1043, 1047 (Fed. Cir. 1995). 
Appellants submit that Franchere does not teach each and every element of the claimed 
invention. Therefore, for the reasons outlined below, Franchere is an improper reference under 
35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

Independent claims 1,12, and 27 each recite a well strip comprising a plurality of 
connected wells arranged in a linear array, wherein each well is physically connected to an 
adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample therein. 

Franchere teaches laboratory container support arrays, e.g., test tube racks for 
"accommodating different size specimen containers... for handling in the laboratory 5 ' (abstract). 
The support arrays support the containers "thus avoiding the danger of dropping or spilling 
specimens" (abstract). Franchere teaches that these support arrays are composed of individual 
modular units that can be snapped together. The modular units themselves have a plurality of 
openings. The opening at the top of the modular unit serves as a guide for supporting an 
unconnected laboratory container, such as a tube. Each tube is supported by an opening at the 
top of the modular unit independent of another tube. The tubes, according to Franchere, can hold 
fluid samples. Franchere does not teach or even suggest that the modular units without the tubes 
could hold fluid samples. (See, e.g., abstract, col. 1, lines 7-15; col. 1, lines 26-30; col. 1, lines 
47-52; col. 3, lines 6-12 and 27-30; col. 4, lines 21-28). 

In contrast to Appellants 5 claimed invention, Appellants submit that Franchere does not 
teach wells for containing a fluid sample that are physically connected to an adjacent well. 

While Franchere teaches that individual modular units can be "joined together to form a 
laboratory container support array 55 (col. 3, lines 10-12), Franchere's modular units, absent the 
insertion of and presence of a tube or other container obtained from a source other than the 
modular unit, cannot contain a fluid sample as required by Appellants claimed invention. 
Franchere teaches that "each of the side wall panels [of the modular units] have openings' 5 to 
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reduce the quantity of material required for making the modular units, to reduce the weight of the 
unit, and to allow for "observation of a specimen in the container supported in the modular unit" 
(col. 3, lines 1-6). Appellants submit that if a fluid sample were placed directly in Franchere's 
modular unit, the presence of holes in the side walls would logically allow the sample to spill 
through these holes. Accordingly, Appellants submit that a modular unit with holes in the side 
walls, as taught by Franchere, is not a well for containing fluid sample as required by Appellants' 
claimed invention. 

For the sake of argument, even if Franchere's test tubes were in fact wells, Franchere 
fails to teach or suggest that these tubes are physically connected to an adjacent tube or tubes for 
holding fluid samples. For example, neither FIG. 1 of Franchere, which shows a modular unit 
before it is assembled, nor FIG. 2, which shows a modular unit after it is assembled, show 
physically connected test tubes or other containers for containing a fluid sample. Not one of the 
modular units depicted by Franchere nor the corresponding text discloses test tubes physically 
connected to an adjacent test tube for holding a fluid sample. Franchere's modular units only 
have openings in the top surface such that each opening supports an individual tube placed 
therein after assembly of the modular unit (col. 3, lines 27-30; col. 4, lines 21-28). Accordingly, 
Appellants' submit that Franchere fails to teach a well for containing a fluid sample that is 
physically connected to an adjacent well. 

Appellants submit that while Franchere teaches that Franchere's test tubes can hold fluid 
samples (see abstract), Franchere's test tubes fail to meet the claimed limitation that each well 
for containing a fluid sample is physically connected to an adjacent well. 

The Examiner has argued in the Final Office Action, dated January 18, 2007, that the 
tubes taught by Franchere are "physically connected to each other via the modular units that hold 
the tubes" (page 3). Appellants submit, however, that Franchere fails to teach any physical 
connection between Franchere's test tubes and Franchere's modular units. Franchere merely 
teaches that Franchere's "tubes and/or containers containing specimens... sit in the individual 
openings [of the modular unit] for support" (col. 3, lines 27-30) or that Franchere's tubes are 
"held and supported" by Franchere's modular unit (col. 1, lines 53-58). 

Other than "sitting in" or being "held" or "supported" by Franchere's modular units, 
Franchere fails to teach any other interaction between Franchere's modular unit and Franchere's 
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test tubes. Given these teachings of Franchere, based on the Examiner's logic that Franchere's 
test tubes are physically connected to Franchere's modular unit because Franchere's tubes rest in 
Franchere's modular unit, any object that touches or is supported by another object because of 
the force gravity is physically connected to that object. Common sense tells us that this is not the 
case! 

Further, Appellants submit that the Examiner's assertion that that Franchere's test tubes 
are physically connected to Franchere's modular unit is incorrect. As stated previously, 
Franchere only teaches that Franchere's test tubes "sit in" or are "held" or "supported" by 
Franchere's modular units. Franchere fails to teach any means of joining the test tube with 
modular unit. Accordingly, if Franchere's modular unit containing Franchere's test tube were 
turned sideways or upside-down, Franchere's test tube would fall out of Franchere's modular 
unit. Appellants submit that if Franchere's test tube were physically connected to Franchere's 
modular unit, in the manner that Appellants' wells are physically connected, the test tube would 
remain "connected" regardless of the orientation of Franchere's modular unit. 

Further, Appellants submit that in contrast to the claimed invention, Franchere actually 
teaches away from making any physical connection between Franchere's test tubes and 
Franchere's modular units. For example, Franchere teaches that the modular units are "made in 
a single flat sheet form with a thickness range which allows for packaging many such units in a 
carton for shipping and subsequent erection by the user" (col. 4, lines 29-32). Appellants' 
submit that if Franchere's test tubes were connected to Franchere's modular units, such single 
flat sheet construction and space efficient packaging, as taught by Franchere, would not be 
possible. 

In addition, Appellants submit that Franchere teaches away from a physical connection 
between Franchere's modular units and Franchere's test tubes on additional grounds. For 
example, Franchere teaches that Franchere's modular units are used to support specimens 
"received by the laboratory for subsequent handling " (col. 3, lines 12-14; see also col. 1 , lines 
41-45; col. 4, lines 21-28). In addition, Franchere states that "it [is] most important for the 
laboratory technician to be able to quickly arrange for the support of large quantities of 
containers or tubes which arrive in the laboratory for handling" (col. 1, lines 41-44). In other 
words, test tubes filled with samples arrive in the laboratory. The laboratory technician then 
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arranges for the support of the tubes by placing the tubes in Franchere's modular units. The 
tubes rest in the modular units until the tubes are handled, e.g., taken from the modular units to 
an instrument for testing. 

If the test tubes were physically connected to Franchere's modular units, the physical 
connection asserted by the January 18, 2007, Final Office Action at pages 2-3 would prevent the 
tubes from being removed for subsequent testing. Rather, in order to move a specimen from the 
location of the modular unit having physically connected tubes, the specimen itself would have 
to be removed, e.g., by aspiration or pouring from the original tube and placed in an empty free 
tube. Such additional steps would increase the risk of dropping or spilling the specimen, a 
problem that Franchere's invention was designed to avoid (See abstract). 

Additionally, if test tubes were physically connected to Franchere's modular units, as 
asserted in the January 18, 2007, Final Office Action at pages 2-3, the modular units would not 
be able to accommodate new test tubes arriving with patient samples as described by Franchere 
at, for example, column 4, lines 21-28, as Franchere's modular unit would already be filled by 
test tubes. Consequently, samples from the arriving test tubes would have to be transferred from 
the arriving test tube to the physically connected tube that is part of the modular unit. This 
additional step would again increase the risk of dropping or spilling the specimen, a problem 
Franchere was attempting to avoid (See abstract). 

For these reasons, Appellants submit that Franchere does not teach or suggest a well strip 
comprising a plurality of wells, each well physically connected to an adjacent well for containing 
a fluid sample therein as required by independent claims 1,12, and 27. Consequently, 
Appellants submit that Franchere is an improper reference under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). Appellants 
therefore respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of independent 
claim 1, and claims 3-10 and 28-31 depending from claim 1; independent claim 12, and claims 
13-16 and 32-34 depending from claim 12; and independent claim 27. 

Claim 35 

Claim 35 recites a sample holder system comprising a first well strip comprising a 
plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample therein, and a first and second side wall. Each 
well is physically connected to an adjacent well and each of the plurality of wells for containing 
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the fluid sample comprises a base and said first and second side wall. There is a first flange on 
the first end of the first side wall and a first flange on the second end of the second side wall. 

Appellants submit that claim 35 is patentable in view of Franchere. Firstly, claim 35 
recites that the wells are for containing a fluid sample. As discussed above, Appellants submit 
that the modular unit of Franchere cannot hold a fluid sample due to the holes in the side walls 
that would cause the fluid sample to leak out of the modular unit. 

Secondly, even if, arguendo, Franchere's test tubes are wells, which Appellants submit 
they are not, Franchere does not teach that Franchere's test tubes are physically connected to an 
adjacent test tube for the reasons discussed supra. 

Furthermore, claim 35 requires that each of the plurality of wells for containing a fluid 
sample each comprise a base and the first and second side wall of the well strip. As recited in 
the claim, the first side wall has a flange and the second side wall has a flange. Appellants 
submit that Franchere does not teach a well for containing a fluid sample wherein each well 
comprises a base and the first and second side wall of the well strip, the first and second side 
wall having flanges. According to the teachings of Franchere, only Franchere's test tubes and 
not Franchere's modular unit are able to hold fluid samples. Further, Franchere's test tubes do 
not have flanges. Accordingly, in addition to the arguments raised above, neither Franchere's 
modular unit nor Franchere's test tube anticipate claim 35 at least because the modular unit does 
not contain fluid and the test tube does not have flanges. 



For these reasons, Appellants submit that claim 35 is patentable in view of Franchere 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: June 21, 2007 
Reg. No.: 44,244 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1. (Previously Presented) A sample holder system for holding a plurality of samples for use 
in an automated sample analyzer, comprising: 

a first well strip comprising 

a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array, wherein each well 
is physically connected to an adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for 
containing a fluid sample therein; 

a first end; a second end; side walls; a first engagement piece; and a 
second engagement piece, wherein said first and second engagement pieces are 
disposed on the same side wall of the first well strip; and 
at least a second well strip comprising 

a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array wherein each well 
is physically connected to an adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for 
containing a fluid sample therein; 

a first end; a second end; and a second engagement piece identical to the 
second engagement piece of the first well strip; wherein the first engagement 
piece disposed on said first well strip and the second engagement piece disposed 
on the second well strip connect together to reversibly attach said first well strip 
to said second well strip to form a sample holder system. 

2. (Canceled) 

3. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first well strip 
and said second well strip are identical. 

4. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first 
engagement piece of said first well strip is positioned substantially adjacent the first end of the 
first well strip, the second engagement piece of said first well strip is positioned substantially 
adjacent the second end of said first well strip, and said second engagement piece of said second 
well strip is positioned substantially adjacent the first end of said second well strip. 
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5. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first 
engagement piece and said second engagement piece of said first well strip are positioned on a 
first side wall of said first well strip and said second engagement piece of said second well strip 
is positioned on a second side wall of said second well strip. 

6. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first 
engagement piece of said first well strip and said second engagement piece of said second well 
strip are reversibly interlockable by horizontally sliding said first well strip relative to said 
second well strip. 

7. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 further comprising a first 
engagement piece of said second well strip identical to the first engagement piece of the first 
well strip positioned on a same side wall as the second engagement piece of the second well 
strip. 

8. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first 
engagement piece comprises a flange and said second engagement piece comprises a slot and a 
slit. 

9. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first 
engagement piece is positioned at the first end of the first well strip and comprises a flange, and 
said second engagement piece is positioned at said second end of said second well strip and 
comprises a slot and a slit. 

10. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 7 wherein said second 
engagement piece of the second well strip comprises a slot and said first engagement piece of the 
second well strip comprises a flange. 

1 1 . (Canceled) 

12. (Previously Presented) An interlockable well strip, comprising: 
a first wall on said well strip; 

a second wall on said well strip; 



Brief in Support of Appeal 
Submitted June 21, 2007 
Attorney Docket No.: INL-032 
Application No.: 10/007,031 
Page 13 of 15 

said well strip further comprising a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array 
wherein each well is physically connected to an adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for 
containing a fluid sample therein; 

a first engagement piece on said first wall of said well strip capable of interlocking 
another well strip; and 

a first engagement piece on said second wall of said well strip capable of interlocking 
another well strip, wherein 

said first engagement piece on said first wall of said well strip is identical to the first 
engagement piece on said second wall of said well strip. 

13. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 1 2 wherein said first 
engagement piece on said first wall of said well strip is substantially positioned near a first end 
of said well strip and said first engagement piece on said second wall of said well strip is 
substantially positioned near a second end of said well strip. 

14. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 12 wherein said first 
engagement piece on said first wall of said well strip is positioned on a first side wall of said well 
strip and said first engagement piece on said second wall of said well strip is positioned on a 
second side wall of said well strip. 

15. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 12 wherein said first 
engagement piece on said first wall of said well strip comprises a flange and the first engagement 
piece on said second wall of said well strip comprises a flange. 

16. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 13 further comprising a 
second engagement piece on a first wall of said well strip at said first end and a second 
engagement piece on a second wall pf said well strip at said second end. 

17-26. (Canceled) 



27. (Previously Presented) A sample holder system comprising: 
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a first well strip comprising a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear array 
wherein each well is physically connected to an adjacent well, each of said plurality of wells for 
containing a fluid sample therein, a first and second side wall, and a first and second end; and, 

at least a second well strip comprising a plurality of connected wells arranged in a linear 
array wherein each well is physically connected to an adjacent well, each of said plurality of 
wells for containing a fluid sample therein, a first and second side wall, and a first and a second 
end; 

each of said first well strip and said at least a second well strip further comprising 
a first flange on said first end of said first side wall and a first flange on said second end 
of said second side wall, wherein said first flange on said first end of said first side wall is 
identical to said first flange on said second end of said second side wall; and 

a first slot on said second end of said first side wall, and a first slot on said first end of 
said second side wall, wherein said first slot on said second end of said first side wall is identical 
to said first slot on said first end of said second side wall; and wherein said first slot and said first 
flange of said second side wall of said first well strip interlocks with said first flange and said 
first slot of said first side wall of said second well strip to form a sample holder system. 

28. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said first well strip 
and said second well strip reversibly attach by sliding a side wall of the first well strip 
longitudinally along a side wall of said second well strip. 

29. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 1 wherein said wells each 
comprise an optical window. 

30. (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 29 wherein said optical 
window is clear. 

3 1 . (Previously Presented) The sample holder system of claim 30 wherein said optical 
window is substantially flat. 



32. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 12 wherein said wells each 
comprise an optical window. 
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33. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 32 wherein said optical 
window is clear. 

34. (Previously Presented) The interlockable well strip of claim 33 wherein said optical 
window is substantially flat. 

35. (Previously Presented) A sample holder system comprising: 

a first well strip comprising a plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample therein, a 
first and second side wall, and a first and second end, wherein each well is physically connected 
to an adjacent well and wherein each of said plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample 
therein comprises a base and said first and second side wall, 

at least a second well strip comprising a plurality of wells for containing a fluid sample 
therein, a first and second side wall, and a first and second end, wherein each well is physically 
connected to an adjacent well and wherein each of said plurality of wells for containing a fluid 
sample therein comprises a base and said first and second side wall; 

each of said first well strip and said at least a second well strip further comprising 

a first flange on said first end of said first side wall and a first flange on said second end 
of said second side wall, wherein said first flange on said first end of said first side wall is 
identical to said first flange on said second end of said second side wall; and 

a first slot on said second end of said first side wall, and a first slot on said first end of 
said second side wall, wherein said first slot on said second end of said first side wall is identical 
to said first slot on said first end of said second side wall; and wherein said first slot and said first 
flange of said second side wall of said first well strip interlocks with said first flange and said 
first slot of said first side wall of said second well strip to form a sample holder system. 
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